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In this study we investigated the effects of appraisal task salience
% and retention interval upon the accuracy of performance ratings. Subjects

viewed videotaped samples of employee performance and provided performance
ratings of the behavior of the target individual depicted in the videotape,,,

S In addition, the accuracy with which subjects.' remembered what behaviors
had been seen in the tapes was assessed with a behavior checklist. The
salience of the performance appraisal task was manipulated by (cont'd)
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informing some subjects that they would be evaluating an employee's
performance and by familiarizing them with the rating instrument prior to
observation of the tape; other subjects were not informed of the appraisal

%- task or familiarized with the rating scales until after observation of the

tape. Retention of the observed behavioral information on the tapes was
manipulated by varying the time lag between the .iewing of the tapes and
the completion of the performance rating scales and behavior checklist.
Analyses of variance and followup t-tests indicated no main effects for
appraisal salience or retention interval on overall accuracy of rating or
elevation scores. However, a significant two-way interaction between
appraisal salience and retention interval was observed for overall accuracy
and elevation. Further investigation showed th.t subjp(:*s nrimed for the

-;..\ appraisal task were more accurate than subjects in the low appraisal
salience condition, when ratings were mdde a week after observation of
performance. Also, decreases in accuracy as retention interval increased
were observed when the salience of the appraisal t3,, was low. in addition,
it was found that memory for behaviore observed decreased as retention
interval increased, but it was not affected by appraisal salience. The
implications of these findings for performance appraisal and for the design
of appraisal research are discussed.
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ARSTRACT

-fa ihis study 10 investigated the effects of appraisal task sal ienco and

retention interval upon the accuracy of performance ratings. Subiects

viewed videotaped samples of employee performance and provided performance

ratings of the behavinr of the target individual depicted in the

videotapes In addition, the accuracy with which subjects renembered what
-- 7

behaviors had been seen in the tapes was assessed with a behavior

checklist. The salience nf the perfornaco anpraisal task was manipulated by

informing some subjects that they would he evaluating an employee's

perfornmance and by faniliarizing then 'iith the rating instrunent prior to

observation of the tape; other subjects were not inforned of the appraisal

task or familiarized with the rating scales until after observation of the

tape. Retention of the observed behavioral information on the tapes was

manipulated by varying the ti-e lag between the viewing of the tapes and the

completion of the perfornance rating scales and behavior checklist.

Analyses of variance and fnllowup t-tests indicated no main effects for

appraisal salience or retention interval on overall accuracy of rating or

elovatinn scores. 'Hn%1er significant two-way interaction between

appraisal salience and retention interval was observed for overall accuracy

and elevation. Further investigation showed that subjects prined for the

appraisal task were more accurate than subjects in the low appraisal

salience condition, when ratings were made a %ieek after ohservation of

performance. Also, decreases in accuracy as retention interval increased

were observed when the salience of the appraisal task was low. In additinn,



i'* it was found that memory for behaviors observed decreased as retention

interval increased, but it was not affected by appraisal salience. The

implications of -Vowe findings for performance appraisal and for the design

of appraisal research are discussed.
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Effects of Appraisal Salience on Imme.dtate and

rlenory-Rased Performance Judgments

One of the major shortcomings of the current literature on performance

evaluation is that research paradigms have not adequately represented the

menory-based nature of the appraiser's task. Although we recognize that

much of the infornation that an observer collects is forgotten over tine, we

do not know the degree to ithich such processes as attention, recall, and

evaluation nay be influenced systenatically by characteristics of the

appraisal system or the appraisal process.

!lenry-Based Appraisal Tasks

Most laboratory research on performance appraisal has been conducted

using some variation on the following thene: subjects serving as raters are

exposed to a sample of enployee performance and immediately thereafter are

asked to provide evaluations of the target individual's performance. On the

other hand, appraisers in organizational settings rarely have the luxury of

completing evaluations immediately after observation. Their task typically

requires the storage and later (often much later) recall of performance

information acquired during the course of their daily interactinns with

employees. Finally, this infornatlon is translated into an appraisal (Ilgen

P Feldman, IMf3). As a result, much of our knowledqe about the appraisal

process is knowledge about a process that is only vaguely similar to the

real world setting. Therefore, much work needs to be done insuring that

memory-hased judgments are required in investigations of the appraisal

4
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process. Sone of this work has recently been done by social psychologists

(cf. Hamilton, Katz, A Lierer, 1980; Lingle, Geva, Ostron, Leippe, A

Baumgardner, 1979). fluch nore is needed.

Appraisal Salience

Characteristics of the appraisal task, such as the purpose of the

evaluation, the salience of the appraisal task, the availability of prior

infornation about the ratee, and the presence of conpeting tasks, nay have

little influence on performance ratings when the appraiser is not required

to store observations about enployee perfornance and recall them at a later

point in time. They may take on increasing inportance as the opportunity to

forget comes into play. For example, Lingle and his colleaques (Lingle, et

al., 1979; Lingle A nstrom, 1179) found that the recall of information about

others was significantly influenced by the set created in the rater by the

experimenter. Similarly, Hamilton, et al. (93l0) found that the ability of

individuals to recall descriptions of other individuals wias affected by the

purpose for which the people believed the information was to be used. The

research we ill present here deals, in a very basic way, with the effects

of one aspect of the appraisal process -- task salience --on imrmediate and

memory-based performance judgments.

When appraisers acquire information about employee perfornance, the

.iltinate goal of performance appraisal typically is not salient to then.

Instead, information is often acquired serendipitously in the context of

performing other nanagerial duties. ulnder these conditions, the. kinds of

information attended to and stored are likely to he different than they

would be if performance appraisal were the malor focus of information

, ,.::..-.:;.- .:.-. -.-.:,,-.:* ....-.. ..- .Q.- .-. .-- '. -,- ... .-. . . -- -.



',V gathering. Ambiguity about which informatlon is Important and how it should

he stored nav introduce "noise" which clearly nay have inplications for the

accuracy of perfomance evaluations conpleted at a later point in time. We

would expect that appraisals made by raters for whom the appraisal task was

highly salient during the observation of employee performance would be nore

accurate than appraisals made by raters who were unaware of the ways in

s-,hich perfornmance information night be utilized. Research on the

co.nunication process (Zainnc, 1960) supports the notion that the apparent

nurnose of inforiation acquisition can serve to cngnitively "tune" the

observer to the use of different or more complex cognitive structures. If

raters are aware of the rating task ahead of then, they should be more

likely to store information in terns of the performance dimensions relevant

to the appraisal.

If the retention interval is fairly short, the categories used to store

information will probably be of no malor consequence, since the appraiser

can access all of the observed information --i.e. forgetting has not yet

occurred. However, if the retention interval is long enough to require

storage in long-term renory, the manner in which information is stored

hcnres inportant. Several researchers have pointed out that once

observations about an individual have been cateqnrized, the individual

"becomes" the catpqnrv svstem; details unique to the stimulus person are not

retained (cf. Wver A Srull, 1979). Furthermore, details belonging to the

category but not to the person will be erroneously recalled (Cantor A

lischpl, 1977). If we look at this from the perspective of accuracy in

performance appraisal, it should be liportant that employee performance be

1.4



stored in categories that correspond as closely as possible to the

categories which will be used for the evaluation task. In other words, it

is not how much information is retained that is important, but which

information is retained.

In this study, the salience of performance appraisal during performance

observation was manipulated. In addition, retention interval was varied,

for two reasons. First, as we pointed out earlier, memory-based judgments

provide a truer representation of the appraiser's task in a real world

setting. We also felt that it ias important not only to incorporate

memory-based judgments in our design, but to assess the effect of

incorporating memory on the kinds of conclusions we night draw.

Hypotheses

On the basis of our prior discussion, we would argue that when the

purpose of information gathering is unclear, there is a greater chance that

noise (with respect to the evaluation) will be incorporated in the

evaluation than when the purpose is salient and clear. This effect should

be more pronounced when the evaluation requires that the appraiser make

memory- based Judgments. Thus, the following hypotheses are offered.

Hypothesis 1. Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval will have a

significant interactive effect on the accuracy of performance ratings.

Performance ratings made when the appraisal task is of high salience will be

more accurate than performance ratings made when the appraisal task is of

. 7
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loni salience~ to the raterr, for'~* itdomet whc r ivovh-ot h

effect is not expncterl to occur when judgrionts are ',ade i*'iridiatelv after

obsprvation.

vpothpsis 2. Rntention Interval wiill have a significant -lin effect on

the accuracy of performance ratings. rlpriorv- hiaPd ilidlq'ents (itidqnpnts

'iado on-- week aftpr nhservatinn) wuill be less acrater than ratings r'ad-

irvindiatel', after observation.

Hvnothesis 3. Rptontion Interval will have, a si'inificant, main effect on

*the psercentage of Ohsprvod he~haviors correctly recalled. The nnrcentaqel of

* Observed hehaviors correctly recalled 'jill he significantly high$"-

imdiiatl', after observation than it iiil 11be after a one- week rotoention

interval. The percentaqe, of hehaviors corrnctly recalled is not -xpoctedl to

inte ract with Apr~rai sal Sal 'nce, since it represonts the ariount of

informiation correctly retainedi rather than the content of the inforriatini

retained.

Me tho d

Suiicts. Subjects fo)r this studs, wepre 74 ct~jdont ; r-.:rIit. fromi a

larrln uiniversity. Suhiects %ere paid $9.00 for their partici fation in a~

tkio-sn-sion study.

()ve~vr?vi~ of proceurp. Suihjects wre asli,(! to watch a videotape of ai

eormnan', erployrie nt recruiterr porforriinq his ioh. Fither i',ediatplv ('11)

a.%



DELAY condition) or one week later (DELAY condition), they were? asked to

provide performance ratings of the target individual observed, and to

connlete a questionnairm which cnntained a checklist of behaviors that nay

have occurred in the videotaped performance sample.

flaterials. Videotapes developed hy Roman (1977) depicting the

perfnrnance of an employ-int recruiter were used as the stimulus materials

in this study. These %were chosen because the development of these

vide otapes featured the identification of "true score" neasures of

perfnrmance level on each of six relevant dimensions. Two tapes were used,

one depicting highly effective performance, and one depicting ineffective

performance. The tape shown during each experimental session was randor-ily

selected. Pilot testing indicated that the level of pprfnriance depicted in

N, the tape did not affect the acciracy of performance ratings. In additinn,

the behaviorally anchored rating scales developed by Rorman in cnniunction
.4,

with these videotapes were usrd to rate the performance of the ,Pmplovn.nt
4.,

recruiter.

Design. Two independent variables wiere ianipulated in a 2 x I hetween

groups analysis of variance design. Tun levels of Appraisal Salience were

created. In the high salience condition (HIGH SAL), subJects were told that

they wold be wiatching a fil drepicting an erplo,r'nt recruiter oerfnrnin

his iob, and that their task would be to evaluate the employee's

perforriance. The performance dirensions relevant to the ioh were outlined,

and subiects were shown the rating scales that they would be using for the

evaluation. In the lou appraisal salience? condition (LOU SAL), subjects

'. 'iere not informed that performance anpraisal wnuld he one of their tasks,

%1
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and they wiere not shown the rating scales prior to thoir viewing of the

videotaped performance sample. The second indepeni'.ent variable, Retention

Interval , was riani pul atevj by havi ng subiects coripl ete thi r perfor-lance,

ratings and behavior checklists either irnediatelv (rI-I DELAY) or one week

(DE:LAY) afte r viewing the videotape of worker performance. Subiects were,

randro-fli assigned to nn- '-f the four rosulting -Plls of the Idesiqn. It.

should he noted that there wsas sone attrition in the DELAY cndfition.

rDependpnt variables. Dependont variables in this s;tudy were, rating

iccuiracv and rlmnrv for m)havior. Rating a' ciracv was onerational izod in

ternis of diffrences between the ratings assigned by subjects and the true

scnrps developed by R3om~an (11)77). rmnhach's (195~S) ileasure- of Overall

Acciuracy and the Elevation com-ponent of Overall Accuiracy were both

cormputcod. To measure riprnrv for behaviors that occuirred in the videotane

shown, a hnhavior checklist wias developed. A list of 42 behaviors, sonc -~f

which occurred in each of the filmis, somi, of which did not. occujr, was

'e~~-~uto subiects,, and they were asked to check whether -ach behavior

had oc-curred in the videotape they watche-d. Each response wias scored as a

hit r a issandt Rrhavior 11Ienorv score- was comiod for each 'Lbec

ihich re-nresontei the rpercentage of riesponse-s which wlere' hits.

nata analysis. A x 2 AUNOA was nerforried to test the effe-ct of

Aonraisal Salence and Qotontion Interval on each of the denondot variahles

- .described above: Ovorall Accujracy, Elevation, and Rehavior !1nnorv.



Resul ts

Sample size. There was some subject attrition in the DELAY groups,

since not all subjects returned to complete the second session. This

resulted in unequal cell sizes in the experimental design. However, suhiect

attrition was approxinatel,, equal for the high and low appraisal salience

conditions. Final cell sizes on which the results reported here are based

are presented in Table 1.

Overall Accuracy. A summary of the ANHOVAs Performed can be scen in

Table 2. Examination of Table 2-I shows that neither Appraisal Salience nor

Retention Interval exhibited a significant main effect on the Overall

Accuracy of performance ratings. However, as predicted, a significant

interaction between Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval was observed

(F = 4.7n, df = 1,48 , n<.O). so the cell means were exanined. These are

displayed in Table 3. T-tests within conditions indicated that Appraisal

Salience affected the Overall Accuracy of ratings ,lathered after a one werk

delay (t = -. 55, df = 17, p<.n 5 ). Ratings were, significantly less

accurate when appraisal was not a saliont task durini the nbservatinn of

performance. Therp was no significant difference in tho accuracy of ratings

gathered under low and high appraisal salisnce cnnditions when those ratings

were gathered inrndiatelv after obsprvatinn. It was also found that

Retention Interval significantly affected the 1vorall Acuracy of

nerfnrance ratings gathered when the appraisal .ask w i, nf low salienf c to

the rater during nr-fnrmancn T,. ,r/atinn (t 27, d ? f l . A,

V.



7.

•iiiht he exnActed, ratins qathered one week after perfomance nhservation

were siqnificantly le;, ac,,Jrat.e that ratings gathored irwiediately after

observation. This effect was not seen when the appraisal task was of high

salirrice during perforance observation.

Elevation. In Tahl- 2-II, it can be seen that, as with Overall

Accuracv, no significant main effects for Appraisal Salience or Retention
Intnrval on Elevation were senn, but a significant interaction was ohserved

(F = 4.30, df = 1,4f, p<. S). Cell means, displayed in Table 4, were

conpared using univariate .-tests. None of the differences botween means

-were significantl, greater than zero.

Behavior eriory. As predicted, Retention Interval exhibited a

significant main effect on qehavior fiemor, scores (F = 5.11, df=l./M, p <

nqi., see Table 2-111). QPhavior rlemorv scores were siqnificantly higher

for those who conpleted the checklist irmediatelv after observation of the

videotaped perfomance (Nn DELAY group, 3 = .78) than it was for those who

cnrpleted the checklist after a retcntinn interval of one week (DELAY group,

= 61). Anpraisal Salience did not have a significant main effect on

Behavior 1lenorv, nor was there any significant interaction between Retention

Interval and Appraisal Salience. Cell reans and marginal neans obtained for

rehavior ?emory can he seen in Table 5.

Di scussion

The r-sul ts of ntir rosearch provide support for [lynnthesis 1. For hnth

rinasurqs of rating accuracy, Anprais al alience and Rtintinn Intnrval had a

silnificant interactive effect.

"" a

A.



In the case of Overall Accuracy, the pattern of observations in the

interaction is completely consistent with our expectations. Although we

have no means of confirming the null hypothesis, %in do knn that the effect

of Appraisal Salience on Overall Accuracy depends upon Retentinn Interval.

! Specifically, the only significant difference in accuracy within levels of

Appraisal Salience was for the groups naking mennry-based ,itdgMents. For

those groups, performance ratings were more accurate when the appraisal task

was made salient to raters prior to observation of the stinulus nersnn.

In the case of Elevaition, the predicted interaction between Appraisal

-' Salience and Retention Interval occurred. However, the pattern of results

within levels of Retention Interval did not confnrm as closely to our

expectations as it did for nverall Accuracy. Suh.jects in the HIGH SAL

groups did not exhibit sinnificantly less Elevation for either im.ediate or

Iemory-based Jiudgments. If we ignore statistical significance for the

.2 moment, and look only at the pattern of means for the four cells, the nean

Elevation scores for the HIGH SAL group is lower than those for the L1 qAL

group when ,judgnents are made after a one-week interval (5 = .61 and - = .11

respectively). However, the pattern is reversed for thosp grnuns making

.inediate ,judg'ients (i ..n'i and = 47), rather than apnroaching thr same

level as we would have expected.

Hypothesis 2 was not as well supported. The onlv tin a delay hot .'n

:: observation and evaltation was accompanied by a significant decrease in

,. accuracy was within the LOW SAL condition. This occurred for Overall

Accuracy, but not for Elevatinn. Apparently the salienc- of the anpraisal

task in HIGH SAL groups serv'il to nverridn the Pffpct of rotrntion in*,orv-0

on rating accuracy.

13
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Finally, support for Hiypothesis I lias found. The arioiint of informiation

(frortf'-t.1 y rocalln 1 'torroa( -? Jini ficantil,/ if tot- a onc-lir' roten . ionn

i ntrrval . This is interesting in light of the fact +hat the miain effect for

Retention Interval on accuracy was not obhservead. Furthrr're, the

interaction between Retention Interval and Appraisal Salience soen for the

accuracy rneasures was not observed vihen arjeunt of behavinral informiation

correctly recalled was *he dependent variable. This is consistent wiith our

nrinvinus argument that the contnnt of infor-iatinn retained 'iav he as,

irnportant as the apntunt of inform-ation retained. Appraisal -al ience appears

to Affect the content of informiation retained (as indirectly reflected in

the Accuracy npasiirps) rathrr than thr, amouint of infor'iation retained.

ihe, rresiilt nf this, ,"urlv have nractiral irini icationns for both the

rpseA'chnr And the nroanizAtinn. Fro'F the nerspoctivo of the researcher,

it can clearly hbe seen +hAt this~ i' a r~so in which a failure, t-~ incorporate

-,ofmrv-hasP1i udr~rvntr, int- the desinn -'f +he study %iotild have led to a very

differnnt set of (.nltislpis than thn-se- hased on the, obsrrvatinn of sujbjectS

r,,quuirsed to retain irif'ntat inn for i 0iinificant neriod of *imp tbeforv

rnakinq -vabiations o~f r-mi 'wee perfririanc.. Sr-% Pi wouild conci tide that, at

leas* for anpraisal sali-ncp, and ninst likely for 'iarv o~tier rolovant

* aspects of the appraisal process, rotentii)n interval is not a t-ivial

vari able. it - not be taknn I ight1 v i n our rr rrh In,; ,n',. i-or the

nrtganizatior ications -f this stmlrliv Are -)mo~ li red v relatned to

apprai sal sal ts effect on the accurAmv rn' i(,,,r'r!-haso(1

norforrmance ratings. Trainin'i prolr~i-i- ihiOh servP f tw:,in<n. ippraisers'

iwirenimss of their task, presepnted orl I~ fro,1isn* 1)si, ,n*'.. ~ h(, rP[_oin'~nded

.I4
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as a means of taking advantage of the effect of salience on accuracy.

Sinilarlv, the use of controlled behavioral sampling, in which the sole

purpose of observation is to gather information for performance evaluation,

might be encouraged on the basis of these findinqs.

Finally, the direction of future research in this donain should he

considered. This study was designed as a first stop in the investiqatinn of

appraisal salience and its effect on performance evaluation. We have

demnonstrated that, under certain conditions, appraisal salience Onos affect

. .rating accuracy. The manner in which this nccurs is clearly speculative and

deserves much more attention. In particular, confirmation that the effect

of appraisal salience is primarily an issue of encoding, stnrage, and recall

rather than attentinnal processes is needed. Once this has been

established, the manner in which these processes are affected can he

explored in much riore detail.
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Table 1

Iluinber nf Subjects per Cell for Data Analyses

RETEITION INTERVAL APPRAISAL SALIECE

Low Sal High Sal

DELAY N DELAY =1 9

NO DELAY 16 17 1 =30
flO DELAY

"-" A 24 N SAL = 28 TIfTAL ,=529,. .'.. f~LlIl SAL NHIGH"-..

.9
00

-.

4... 1"

44

4.. W,.',','• % ' ,."% , . -,'-, - - -. _ . •• " ." . ',. , • - ." ". ,•. '



*4

Tahle 2

Sumary of Analvsos of Variance for Overall Accuracy,

Elevation and Rehavior fienory

I. Overall Accuracy

Source df rtS F

Appraisal Salience (A) 1 .16 .59
Retention Interval (R) 1 .36 1.30
A x R 1 1.53 5.52*
Error 411 .23

II. Elevation

Sourcp df MS F

Appraisal Salience (A) 1 .11 .44
Retention Interval (R) 1 .1n .?q
A x R 1 1.70 4.3n*
Error 4 .40

,4% I11. Rehavinr flemorv

So urc e df MS F

Appraisal Salience (A) 1 .01 .79
Retention Interval (R) 1 .n) 5.31*A x R 1 .00 .n?

Error 41 .0?

P- Z-ns"* 2

. ,f.20
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Table 3

Effect of Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval
on Overall Accuracy: Cell I-leans and Standard Deviationsa

RETENTION INTERVAL APPRAISAL SALIENCE

LOW SAL HIGH SAL

DELAY 1.83 (S = .57) 1.26 (S = .41) XDELAY 1.50

Nn DELAY 1.26 (S= .37) 1.41 (S= .67) XNn DELAY = 1.34

XLO SAL = 1.4.5 XHIGH SAL = 1.35

a~ote: Ovrall Accuracy scores are calculated as deviations from a true

score. Therefnre, lower scorns indicate higher overall accuracy.

,'.,

11..;

...

* 21



Table 4

Effect of Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval
on Elevatinn: Cell Means and Standard neviationsa

RETEO!TInN PITERVAL APPRAISAL SALIEICE

LOW SAL HIGH SAL

DELAY .19 (S = .96) .61 (S = .46) XDELAY .77

,In nELAY .47 (S .33) .16 (S = .74) XNn DELAY = .67

XLOW4 SAL = .64 XHIGH SAL .76
4..

aNote: Increased Elevation scores are indicative of decreased accuracy.

- C,
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Table

Effect of Appraisal Salience and Retention Interval
nn Rehavior Memory: Cell Mleans and Standard Deviations

RETENTION INTERVAL APPRAISAL SALIENCE

LOW SAL HIGH SAL

DELAY .67 (S = .1-1) .71 (S = .15) XDELAY =69

Nn DELAY .77 (S = .09) .79 (S = .10) XNO DELAY .73

XLnIJ SAL = .73 XHIGH SAL = .76
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